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The handouts and audiotapes can be obtained thtbadbPublic Records
Section of the Chief Prosecutor’s Office. Thereyrha a fee for this service.

Marty Kay welcomed the SRC members and the audienttee meeting. The topics
listed below were discussed during the meeting.

Minutes of January 22nd Meeting

Responses to Comments from January 22nd Meeting
New and Updated BACT - Part B Listings

Proposed Update of BACT - Part D (MSBACT) guidedine
Other Business

Minutes of the January 22nd Meeting

A committee member wished to correct the recordngigg the discussion of the
MSBACT change for Dry Cleaning, stating that it reed been stated at the meeting that
Valclene had been delisted as a VOC, rather itiieseh stated that Valclene had been
banned from production in 1996. AQMD staff agréedhake the changéaty Wolf,

IRTA; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Responses to Comments from the January 22nd
Meeting

AQMD staff stated that changes in the listings pnésd at the January 22nd meeting that
had been agreed upon at the meeting, as well asgaagd-upon changes in the minutes
from the prior meeting, had been made. Committekaaidience members were advised
that they could check the listings and minutesastqal on AQMD’s web site.

At the January 22ndmeeting, AQMD staff had agreed\estigate and report back to
the committee on the following items:

1. Regarding the E.I. Colton simple cycle gas turlgoeer plant, a committee
member had suggested that staff check on simigantglat LADWP Harbor,
THUMS Long Beach, Pasadena, Burbank and Glenddliehvihave similar
permit limits. Staff had checked with the permiftiteam and found that,
although there had been some initial problems etipdsnts are all doing well in
meeting their permit limits and are all on tracw#od receiving their Permits to
Operate. Another committee member had requestdtidiif check the Rule
218(c) data for the plant with regard to CO emissioStaff had investigated this
with the inspector assigned to the plant and hadddhat while there were a few
CO exceedances caused by CEMS problems and théinegdast fall and one
NOx NOV due to operator error, with those excejaompliance with permit
limits has been very good. Staff stated that feration and compliance history
would be checked again after the coming summer peakon(Howard Lange,
AQMD)
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2. Regarding the Lambie Energy Center simple cycletgimsne power plant, staff
was to add information on the catalyst volume.ffStas unable to determine the
catalyst volume because the SCR vendor refusezldase it on the grounds that
the catalyst company regards this information adidential. Staff was to obtain
specifics on the design errors that had caused &©&edances. Staff had
determined that there had been three NOx exceeslamae of which had been
caused by CEMS problems and one of which had baesed by a software
programming error, all of which had been correct8taff was to check whether
the Lambie permit limits had been used as the baseny BACT determinations
on similar equipment including the Modesto Energgn&rating System (MEGS)
plant. Staff had checked with BAAQMD and SJVUAP@d had found that the
no BACT determinations had been made based onahie permit limits.
(Howard Lange, AQMD)

3. Regarding the MSBACT update for stationary I.C.ieag based on the NEO
California power plant in Tehama County, staff wasbtain the 2004 source test
results. The test was done in February and shdvwestbllowing for the two
engines tested as compared to the two enginesvdrattested in January 2003:
NOx had increased by approximately 1 ppm and wpsoaghing the 9 ppm
limit, CO had remained about the same at aboutp2, ¥ OC had increased from
approximately 4 to approximately 15 ppm, and ammadwid increased from <1
to 2-3 ppm. A representative of the SCR vendorlbesh at site and had stated
that the catalyst needed cleaning, which shouleétdihve NOx and ammonia
emissions(Howard Lange, AQMD)

A committee member asked what method had beentasedasure VOC. Staff
responded that the method was EPA TO-12. Anothenuttee member added
that this is an ambient, GCMS based method thabées adapted for extremely
low VOC levels in flue gasefGreg Adams, Los Angeles County Sanitation
Digtricts; Howard Lange, AQMD; Gary Rubenstein, Serra Research)

4. Regarding the MSBACT update for Dry Cleaning, a nottee member had
suggested that the requirement for a refrigerabvedenser for petroleum solvent
dry cleaning be eliminated since refrigerated cosdes are no longer being used.
Staff had discussed this with the permitting teauth lsad been advised that dry
cleaning equipment of this type is normally supbhéth a refrigerated condenser
and the requirement should therefore remain. Dnentsittee member responded
that the equipment actually comes with an extechdler, not a refrigerated
condenser, and the term “refrigerated condenseildhbe replaced with
“chiller”. Staff agreed to pursue this furtherhéd'same committee member had
suggested that subcategory Valclene be removed %alclene dry cleaning is
no longer practiced. The team agreed with thigestijon, and it was agreed that
the subcategory will be removegioward Lange, AQMD; Katy Wolf, IRTA)
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New BACT Part B, Section | Listings

Boiler, AES Huntington Beach (A/N 394419)

These are two identical 225 MW utility boilers timad been idle for many years. When
AES applied to restart the boilers, AQMD determitiegat LAER for NOx, CO and VOC
would be low-NOx burners, flue gas recirculatio@R5and catalytic oxidation with
emission limits of 5 NOx, 5 CO and 5 NH3, all asqmal@3%02. Unit 3 was started up
first, which occurred in January 2002, and the bagan commercial operation in
January 2003. The units have been used only fikipg service but have seen a
substantial amount of operation in 2003. Unit 8 baen source tested and met all permit
limits, and the test has been approved by AQMD’'s\¥wing & Source Test

Engineering group.

The unit's CEMS has not yet been certified becadiggoblems in developing a suitable
certification certification protocol for the low C&ncentrations being measured. The
CEMS has been showing continuous compliance w&ha® limit but some problems in
consistently meeting the NOx and ammonia limitee NOx and ammonia exceedances
are short duration problems, and the plant hasestqd a longer averaging time for these
pollutants. AQMD is considering this requestoward Lange, AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member asked whether the urea systéime isre-evaporation
type or the direct injection type. Staff respontieat it is the pre-evaporation type.
Another committee member asked whether there is@gmficant NOx stratification.

Staff was to look into this. The first committeemmber asked what was the basis for the
ammonia exceedances since ammonia is not normaitytaned continuously. Staff
responded that the plant follows apparent ammamiastons using parametric
monitoring.

A committee member asked whether these limitslv@ltonsidered BACT for boilers
rated at and above 20 MMBtu/hr. Staff respondeatlttiere is no plan to update
MSBACT based on this BACT determination.

A committee member asked whether there have beeN@WVs issued on this
equipment. Staff responded that one NOV has sered for exceeding the NOXx limit,
which was attributed to operator error.

Two committee members suggested that we defentaiter until the averaging time is
decided. Staff responded that the listing needeatelayed since the averaging time
issue is documented in the listing. An audiencenber asked why a longer averaging
time would help. Staff explained that a short-tioraexceedance can more easily be
averaged out over a longer averaging ti(ary Rubenstein, Serra Research; Bill
Dennision, Dennison & Associates;, Steve Smons, Southern California Gas Co.; Karl
Lany, SCEC; Gabe Trinidad, Maxon; Howard Lange, AQMD; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Air Start Unit, United Airlines (A/N 386536)

This is a portable, diesel fueled gas turbine bgluynto United Airlines (UAL) and used
at LAX to startup airplanes when the airplane’sigary power system is unavailable. It
was relocated to LAX from UAL’s operation at a Cgo airport. Itis a 396 hp
Sunstrand gas turbine with an aircraft interfacdealdoy a German manufacturer. An air
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start unit basically pressurizes the airplane’s p@ssed air system, which can then be
used to start one engine, and the other enginethearbe started. The gas turbine is
used basically as an air compressor, with presstdianr being bled off the turbine’s
compressor stage. This is one of four air statsuhat UAL has at LAX. The other
three are self-motivated diesel I.C. engines. Mbeengine type air start units are
normally used not only to initiate startup of thgkne’s engines but also to ventilate the
cabin during cleaning. This turbine based unitsed for startup only, typically 5 to 10
minutes per use, because of the high pitched woesg¢ed by the turbine. Average usage
of this unit over the past two years has been lirshper month.

The BACT determination was based on maximum comagon levels of NOx, CO and
VOC guaranteed by the manufacturer, which are anbatly below analogous BACT
for diesel I.C. engines. Since the facility iRECLAIM, the BACT concentration limits
are not reflected in the permit. However, the BA€Hission limits were used in the
offset calculations. A source test, which has mgsroved by AQMD’s Monitoring &
Source Test Engineering group, confirmed that thieaperates with emissions at or
below the guaranteed concentration lim{ksoward Lange, AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member asked why the concentratiortdimtchieved by this
equipment were not documented as LAER when thewastfirst permitted in Chicago.
Staff responded that other districts may be lelggedit than AQMD about recording new
BACT. Another committee member commented thaChieago district may not have
had a Title V program in place at the time.

A committee member commented that the .05 wt.% kamisulfur in the fuel will soon
be replaced by a .0015 wt.% limit in Rule 431.1qetive June 1, 2004). Staff agreed to
note this in the listing.

An audience member commented that the term “turnged” used in the listing to
describe the gas turbine type, was inappropriatgde turbines. Staff agreed to remove
“turbocharged” from the listing.

An audience member commented that emission levessured in a source test may not
reflect actual emissions since the unit operatesdoh short periods. Staff responded
that, while this is basically true, gas turbinemeao steady state within a relatively short
time after startup so source test emissions magdmonably representative of actual
emissions(Hal Taback, HTC; Bill Dennision, Dennison & Associates, Martin Ledwitz,
Southern California Edison Co.; Audience Members;, Marty Kay, AQMD)

Spray Booth, Fletcher Coating (A/N 322432)

This facility operates spray booths for powder ocwpof metal parts. The metal parts are
preheated to approximately 500F and then movedimgdooth where powder is sprayed
on to the heated metal surface. The powder nrelttace to form the coating. Metal
coating powders are inherently low in VOC. In V©O&culations for powder coating, if
an acceptable VOC analysis is not available, AQMDegally uses a default assumption
of 1% VOC by weight. This can be compared to V@@tt in Rule 1107, Metal

Coating, which are 275 to 420 g/l and Rule 11150#obile Coating, which go up to
580 g/I. In addition, this facility is required tse zero-VOC cleanup materials. BACT
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in this case is considered powder coating and tisero-VOC cleanup materials. The
listing reflects that this BACT is not appropridbe every metal coating operation.

In metal coating, a major distinction exists betwaanctional and decorative coating
operations. Functional coating is for corrosioatection, and decorative coating is for
both protection and appearance. This facility figsrectional coating operation. Staff had
contacted a decorative coating facility and deteadithat similar low-VOC powders are
available for decorative coating, and this had besed in the listingiHoward Lange,
AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member asked whether the coated pavis to be baked for
curing. Another committee member commented thahgwas always needed. An
audience member commented that these operatiomsitypnvolve multi-zone ovens.
Staff responded that this operation does not employring oven. A committee member
commented that powder coating is sometimes dordgdmng the preheated metal parts
into a fluidized bed of powder. A committee membemmented that powder coating is
a relatively low-cost method for coating metal @adsed wherever possible.

An audience member asked who supplied the powded in this facility. Staff
responded that the facility uses three epoxy baselers, all supplied by 3M, but there
are many types of powders and many suppliers. aldeence member asked how many
booths there are at this facility. Staff respontted there are four booths.

A committee member suggested that the equipmeegoat should be changed to
Powder Coating. Staff responded that it shouldaiarBpray Booth since powder
coating is one of many ways that metal parts cacolgéed in a spray boot(Bill
Dennison, Dennison & Associates; Katy Wolf, IRTA; Gabe Trinidad, Maxon; Hal
Taback, HTC; Rita Loof, RadTech; Karl Lany, SCEC; Howard Lange, AQMD; Marty
Kay, AQMD)

Updated BACT Part B, Section | Listing

Lithographic Printing, Heatset, Quebecor World (A/N 401090)

This large lithographic printing facility installedultiple new lithographic heatset presses
vented to a common regenerative thermal oxidiz&QJR In addition to normal BACT

for heatset lithographic printing, consisting dbantain solution VOC limit, a cleanup
materials vapor pressure limit and a 30 ppm NOxt Jithe RTO was required to achieve
99% destruction efficiency. This BACT determinatwas presented at the January 2003
SRC meeting and was listed in Part B, Sectionflthe BACT Guidelines, Other
Technologies, pending completion of a source teshe RTO.

The RTO source test had since been completed gndwegal by AQMD’s Monitoring &
Source Test Engineering group. The source testesththat the RTO was achieving
greater than 99% destruction efficiency. Stafféf@re proposed to add the new data to
the listing and promote it from Section Il to Seatl, AQMD BACT Determinations. It
was mentioned that one committee member who hasresgin this area but could not
attend the meeting had e-mailed his approval &f s{aroposal.(Howard Lange,

AQMD)
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Discussion: An audience member asked whether the inks usiaisdacility are
conventional lithographic inks. Staff respondeat tie inks are described as “paste”
inks, and there was no further comment from anywesent.

Staff mentioned that the source test had actuhbbyva 99.9% destruction efficiency and
noted that this level of performance was probaklyiglly due to the RTO being
equipped with a “puff capture” system. Staff expdal that the puff capture system
eliminates the puff of untreated flue gas that radlyroccurs when an RTO undergoes
flow reversal. A committee member pointed out thatinlet VOC loading was
relatively high in this case, and the 99.9% desimacefficiency would be more difficult
to achieve in cases with lower inlet VOC loadings.

An audience member pointed out that in section Béelisting the term “as C1” could
be interpreted as “as chlorine”. Staff agreednange it to “as methane”.

Staff pointed out that the RTO was apparently venyin NOXx since the source test
showed an outlet NOx level of 30 ppmvd@3%02, wisahot much higher than the

NOXx expected from the heatset oven. This wadated to the fact that the RTO was
not using any supplemental fuel. A committee mamio¢ed that this was made possible
by the high inlet VOC loadindRita Loof, RadTech; Gary Rubenstein, Serra Research;
John Billheimer, Enviro-Reality; Bill Dennison, Dennison & Associates, Howard Lange,
AQMD)

Proposed Update of Part D (MSBACT)
Guidelines

New MSBACT Guideline for Distributed Generation

Staff is proposing to add a new MSBACT guidelineBastributed Generation (DG),
which will be a new MSBACT category and will be tbeeme regardless of the type of
DG equipment to be used. DG is defined as powadymtion for use by the facility in
which it is produced and/or by another facilityji@sth which it has a direct energy
interconnection(s). DG plants within AQMD mustlize natural gas, and virtually all
employ either I.C. engine or gas turbine technology

The proposed guideline is based on DG emissiomatds that have been enacted by
CARSB to take effect in 2007. SB1298, chaptered latv in 2000, required CARB to
establish a certification program for DG equipmeoit requiring a district permit and
required that emission limits in that program baieglent to emissions produced by new
central station power plants as soon as practicalibe CARB 2007 limits are thus based
on emission limits being met by central station poplants and are much lower than
current MSBACT for I.C. engines or small (<3 MW)sgarbines.

AQMD was requested by the Engineering Foundatiahtaa Coalition for Clean Air to
consider implementing the CARB 2007 standards rmvidf> equipment requiring a
permit. AQMD agreed that this may be justified axglored the possibility of altering
MSBACT. Staff found that several DG technologiaa meet the 2007 standards: the
Kawasaki Heavy Industries (KHI) 1.5 MW gas turbijenerator with the Xonon
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catalytic combustor, which is already listed intRaof the BACT Guidelines, two fuel
cell technologies that have been certified by CARM]J large combined-cycle gas
turbine power plants, of which several are liste@art B.

To make MSBACT more stringent, AQMD must show titet proposed change is cost
effective based on a specified calculation proce@und cost effectiveness criteria. Staff
performed this analysis and found the KHI gas nelio be cost effective and the fuel
cell technology to not be cost effective. Therefdhe proposal was to establish new
MSBACT for DG rated at or above 1.5 MW based onG@#drB 2007 DG emission
standards. A white paper describing the propasdltihe cost effectiveness calculations
was available to all attendeé¢Marty Kay, AQMD)

Discussion: A committee member stated that his company defiéss a small power
plant owned by or contracted to an electric utiiigh the purpose of supporting a weak
area in the grid at times of high power demghartin Ledwitz, Southern California
Edison Co.)

A committee member and audience member expresse@icothat while the state is
promoting DG, for example through subsidy funds$atized by AB970, this proposal
would effectively stop new DG installations in th®& to 7 MW size range within
AQMD. This concern was based on the following p&in

» For a DG project to go forward, a facility ownepigally needs to see a payback
period of 5 years or less. 1.C. engine based plea meet this criterion in many
cases, but the KHI technology cannot. The DG ntaskeow virtually 100% I.C.
engines.

» The KHI technology, being limited to the 1.5 MW ejis suitable only for a case
with 1.4 MW (or a multiple of 1.4 MW) electric loahd approximately 2:1
thermal:electric load ratio.

» Gas turbines cannot follow load change nearly dsasd.C. engines. Of DG
plants sized at 500 kW and above, approximately 8884equired to follow load
changes part or all of the time.

These individuals felt that the proposal shouldibed in additional public forums to
allow more interested parties, especially equipmegmufacturers, to comment.

The committee member made the following commergarting the cost effectiveness
calculations: (1) The values of power output aratteical efficiency assumed for the
KHI technology did not allow for the effects of aiabt temperature and elevation. (2)
The catalyst replacement cost should be $30,008,080 hours of operation. (3) The
cost and parasitic power demand of a fuel compredsmild be considered since the
KHI gas turbine requires a fuel pressure of 10Q.psi

AQMD agreed to consider these comme(figeve Smons, Southern California Gas Co.;
Martin Sebert, Cummins Cal-Pacific; Marty Kay, AQMD)

A committee member commented that the CARB 2007dstals should not be required
now since CARB, in delaying the compliance dat2@67, apparently feels that suitable
technology is not yet available. Staff responded there are some suitable technologies
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available, although more costly than what is nomdp@sed, and the proposed action is
intended to be technology forcinglarl Lany, SCEC; Marty Kay, AQMD)

A committee member noted that the Part B listinthefKHI technology, the installation
at Silicon Valley Power, is not a DG plant and doeshave permit limits as low as the
CARB 2007 standards. Staff responded that (1jatiethat it is not a DG plant does not
matter in establishing that the technology perfows8 in producing power and (2)
substantial test data exist showing that the telolgyadoes meet the 2007 standards.
(Steve Smons, Southern California Gas Co.; Marty Kay, AQMD)

A committee member asked whether the calculatiocisided the cost of the Xonon
catalytic combustor and catalyst replacement (e8&90 hours). Staff responded that
both were included, but that staff's informationsithat catalyst replacement was needed
only every 12,000 hours. The committee member cented that (1) the poor load
following and turndown capabilities of gas turbira@e important considerations, (2) KHI
guarantees the low emissions only at or very ndbloiad, (3) the credits for boiler
emission reductions taken in the cost effectivecaksulations are only valid if there is
sufficient thermal load to utilize all of the re@able waste heat, (4) it seems surprising
that the maintenance cost assumed for the KHI tdobw is lower than that assumed for
the I.C. engine and (5) the electrical efficien¢ya@as turbine degrades at reduced load
more so than that of an I.C. engine. Staff respdritiat (1) KHI does offer to guarantee
the low emissions down to 70% load when neces§2yyhe basis for each assumption
used in the calculations is given on the reverde of the calculations page and (3) staff
will consider the comment§Gary Rubenstein, Serra Research; Howard Lange, AQMD)

A committee member reiterated the need for mordipalbying of this proposal. Another
committee member added that individuals in the ISeut California Edison DG support
group should be included in at least one such mgdfteve Smons, Southern

California Gas Co.; Martin Ledwitz, Southern California Edison Co.)

A committee member was concerned that the costsresisfor the KHI technology in

the cost effectiveness calculations may not besteain that the installation at Silicon
Valley Power was subsidized by the developer aadC#ifornia Energy Commission.
Staff responded that the costs assumed for thet&dtinology were not based on the
Silicon Valley Power plant experience but were dame a study that was funded by the
Energy Foundation. An audience member commentgdhb installed cost assumed for
the KHI technology seemed low. Staff asked thaengd member if he could provide an
example of an actual cost quotation, and he ageedd so(Karl Lany, SCEC; Dennis
Acton, Southern California Boiler Co.; Howard Lange, AQMD; Marty Kay, AQMD)

A committee member commented that availabilitynef KHI gas turbine in only one

size, 1.4 MW net output, will restrict DG projezes above 1.4 MW to multiples of 1.4
MW. Staff noted that KHI guarantees the emissimsn to 70% load, which expands
the power ranges that can be serviced by this tdagy. The committee member
suggested that the cost calculations should beneeld for the case of a derated turbine,
and staff agreed to explore this. Another committeember mentioned that GE and
Solar Turbine are coming out with other turbineesimcorporating the Xonon
combustor. Another committee member noted, howekat GE has terminated
development of its 10-MW Xonon-related product.of¢ver, it was learned at the May
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27, 2004 meeting that while Solar is indeed worlonglevelopment of a gas turbine
model incorporating the Xonon catalytic combustioe, company has made no decision
to commercialize such a product. Also at that mget representative of Catalytica
Energy Systems stated that the development agreewtarGE is still in effect.] Staff
added that it should not be essential that a DG&grde of a certain size since the
facility can always rely on the grid for power rsoipplied by the DG project.

A committee member stated that if the grid wasd@tnsidered a BACT alternative,
evaluation of the cost effectiveness of the gridtnee to a DG project should assume
higher displaced boiler emissions than had beamasd in comparing DG technologies.
Staff responded that while an assumption of higfoder emissions is probably justified,
boiler emission limits in AQMD permits have beeirlfalow for a long time. An
audience member stated that the CARB 2007 limédased on 1999 vintage new
central station power plants. Staff added thaketwe the growing demand for power in
the area we must basically choose between incigg#stnamount of grid power and
installing more DG plantgGary Rubenstein, Serra Research; Howard Lange, AQMD;

Bill Dennison, Dennison and Associates, Steve Smons, Southern California Gas Co.;
Marty Kay, AQMD)

A committee member objected to the statement imtiige paper that solar and wind
based generation was an available alternativeafgelfacilities. Staff responded that
there is no intent to require that these technel®e used. The committee member was
nonetheless concerned that the statement mighiduenderstood or used out of context.
(Ron Wilkness, WSPA; Marty Kay, AQMD)

An audience member stated that |.C. engine basedHdGld not be protected versus
cleaner DG technologies that are available. A cdtemmmember responded that other
issues are involved. One issue is whether AQMhesdo adopt a policy of having
BACT guidelines that require alternative basic textbgy. An audience member
commented that allowing BACT to require alternathasic technology assists in
development of cleaner but more costly technologiesh as fuel cells. A committee
member added that a good example of this was AQN&jsiring low-VOC cleaners,
which replaced higher polluting vapor degreasénsother committee member
responded that this case is different becausertpoped alternative technology does not
fit the need in all cases (e.g., only availableme size). Another committee member
added that the large amount of waste heat fronsdughine as opposed to an I.C. engine
also limits applicability of the KHI technology. nadther committee member asked
whether the DG project could be oversized and xicess power sold to the grid. Staff
responded that this may be a possibility but tl@emics would be best if the project is
undersized with some of the facility’s power nebdsg met by purchase from the grid.
(Martin Schlageter, Coalition for Clean Air; Bill Dennison, Dennison and Associates,

Seve Torres, Fuel Cell Energy; Katy Wolf, IRTA; Gary Rubenstein, Serra Research;

Hal Taback, HTC; Marty Kay, AQMD)

Staff noted that DG projects utilizing landfill digester gas, and probably “stranded gas”
(produced gas not acceptable for sale to the pglivould be exempt from the
proposed DG BACT(Marty Kay, AQMD)

10
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Other Business

Marty Kay announced that the date of the next mgetiould be May 27 and thanked all
attendees for their participation.

There was no further discussion, and the meetirgyolesed.
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